
East Contra Costa County 
Habitat Conservation Plan Association 

 
HCPA Coordination Group Meeting 

 
Thursday, November 21, 2002 

1 p.m. to 3 p.m. 
 

City of Pittsburg Council Chambers 
65 Civic Drive in Pittsburg, 3rd Floor 

(see map on reverse) 
 

Agenda 
  
1:00 Introductions.  Review contents of meeting packet.  
 
1:05  Review and approve Draft Meeting Record of the October 17, 2002 Coordination Group 

meeting. 
 
1:10 Update on development of Draft Alternative Conservation Strategies Report, including: 

! Alternative impact scenarios (draft maps will be handed out at the meeting) 
! Outcomes of preliminary impact analysis  
! Identification of preliminary acquisition analysis areas (draft maps to be handed out at 

the meeting) 
 
2:10  Discussion of Science Advisory Panel meeting reports (2nd meeting report now available) 
 
2:40  Open discussion. 
 
2:55  Confirm upcoming meeting dates and review upcoming topics.  Upcoming Coordination 

Group meetings are scheduled as follows for the City of Pittsburg Council Chambers (3rd 
Thursdays): 

   Thursday, December 19, 1 p.m. to 3 p.m. (tentative) 
   Thursday, January 16, 1 p.m. to 3 p.m. (tentative) 
   (Executive Governing Committee scheduled to meet again on 12/12 at 5:30) 
   (Science Advisory Panel tentatively scheduled to meet again on 12/18 at 11 a.m.) 
  Upcoming topics include: initial work on economic analysis, review of draft alternative 

conservation strategies. 
 
2:55  Public comment. 
 
3:00  Adjourn. 
 

Times are approximate.  If you have questions about this agenda or desire additional meeting 
materials, you may contact John Kopchik of the Contra Costa County Community Development 

Department at 925-335-1227. 



 
Map and Directions to Pittsburg City Hall 

65 Civic Drive 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Directions from I-680, Central County 
1) Take Hwy 4 East toward Antioch/Stockton 
2) Follow Hwy East over the hill (Willow Pass) 
3) Exit Railroad Ave. (the 2nd exit after the hill) 
4) At the end of the exit ramp, turn left on 

Railroad Ave. 
5) Turn left at the second intersection, East Center 

Drive (signs for various city offices will also 
point you  this way) 

6) Immediately bear right into the large parking 
lot next to City Hall 

7) Meeting is on the 3rd floor 

Directions from Antioch and points east 
1) Take Hwy 4 West toward Martinez/Richmond 
2) Exit Railroad Ave.  
3) At the end of the exit ramp, turn right on 

Railroad Ave. 
4) Turn left at the next intersection, East 

Center Drive (signs for various city offices 
will also point you this way) 

5) Immediately bear right into the large 
parking lot next to City Hall 

6) Meeting is on the 3rd floor 
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DRAFT MEETING RECORD 
 

East Contra Costa County Habitat Conservation Plan Association (HCPA) 
Coordination Group Meeting 

 
Thursday, October 17, 2002 

1 p.m. to 3 p.m. 
 

City of  Pittsburg Council Chambers 
 
1:00 Welcome and introductions.  Meeting attendees introduced themselves.  Coordination 

Group members in attendance were:  
 

Seth Adams, Save Mount Diablo 
Bradley Brownlow, Morrison & Foerster 
Chris Barton, City of Pittsburg 
Janice Gan, CA Dept of Fish & Game 
Jim Gwerder, CCC Citizens’ Land Alliance 
Abby Fateman, CCC Community Dev. 
John Kopchik, CCC Community Dev. 
Kathy Leighton, Byron MAC 

Suzanne Marr, U.S. EPA 
Jody Merriam, Byron MAC 
Peter Rauch, CA Native Plant Society 
John Slaymaker, Greenbelt Alliance 
Nancy Thomas, CCRCD 
Donna Vingo, CLLA 
Carl Wilcox, CA Dept of Fish and Game 
David Zippin, Jones & Stokes, Inc.

  
 Other in attendance included: John Hopkins, Inst. For Ecological Health 
 
1:00 Introductions.  Review contents of meeting packet. Participants introduced themselves. 
 
1:05  Review and approve Draft Meeting Record of the September 19, 2002 Coordination 

Group meeting.  The Coordination Group approved the meeting record with the following 
modification: 
1) Bradley Brownlow was present at the September 19 Coordination Group Meeting and his 

name was added to the minutes. 
 
1:10 Update from the Subcommittee assigned to discuss biological inventory issues.  Jim 

Gwereder summarized the conclusions of the meeting.  Specifically, Jim and/or other 
attendees emphasized: the need to make clear the implicit and explicit assumptions in the 
process; the acknowledgement that some scale features could neither be inventoried during 
the planning process nor neglected during implementation; the interest in finding more money 
to augment the inventory with information on small scale features that are accessible; and the 
groups discussion of whether there would be willing sellers within the HCP. The 
Subcommittee members present also agreed to the following modifications to the written 
summary of the subcommittee meeting:  
1) Page 1, change item 2 to read “that the treatment of small scale features and any 

assumptions in the various components of the plan would need to be well-documented…” 
 
With that change the Coordination Group as a whole concurred with the recommendations of 
the subcommittee. 

 
1:30  Continue map-based vs. process-based discussion David Zippin reviewed three types of 

HCPs: detailed map-based, process-based, and hybrid and discussed examples of each.  There 
was substantial group discussion of this topic and many questions as well.  Members 
identified concerns both with strong reliance on maps and with strong reliance on a process 
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approach.  John Kopchik stated that the HCPA had been given implicit guidance on this 
matter by the Executive Governing Committee at that body’s last meeting when the Chair had 
stated that it was premature to make a decision at this time, but that the hybrid approach—
because of its adaptability—seemed a good interim choice.  John Kopchik explained that 
Coordination Group was not being asked to make a recommendation on the approach to be 
used throughout the plan, but only on the approach to be used for Draft Alternative 
Conservation Strategies report to be completed in the next few months.  Following more 
discussion, members expressed a general concurrence that a hybrid approach was the interim 
preference. 

 
2:20  Continue discussion of covered activities.  Discussion delayed 
 
2:55  Confirm upcoming meeting dates and review upcoming topics.  Upcoming meetings are 

scheduled as follows for the City of Pittsburg Council Chambers (3rd Thursdays): 
   Thursday, November 21, 1 p.m. to 3 p.m. 
   Thursday December 19, 1p.m. to3 p.m. (tentative)    
  Upcoming topics include: initial work on economic analysis and development of 

alternative conservation strategies. 
 
2:55  Public comment. None. 
 
3:00  Adjourn.  
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EAST CONTRA COSTA COUNTY 
HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN ASSOCIATION (HCPA) 

 
 
 
DATE: November 15, 2002 
 
TO:  HCPA Coordination Group (CG) 
 
FROM: John Kopchik 
 
SUBJECT: Update on development of Alternative Conservation Strategies Report 
 
 
 
As discussed in past meetings, the next key work product to be generated in the HCPA process is 
the Draft Alternative Conservation Strategies Report.  That Report is due out in December, but 
two foundational components are in working draft form: the impacts analysis and the 
identification of acquisition analysis zones.  Member Agency staff felt that it would be helpful to 
provide the Coordination Group with a preview of these two components of the Alternative 
Conservation Strategies and this memo is intended to provide background to attached tables and 
to the maps that will be handed out (if you can’t make the meeting, maps are available upon 
request). 
 
Impacts Analysis 
 
To develop a conservation strategy for the East County area, it is necessary to understand the 
general location and extent of future development.  More specifically, analysis of potential 
impacts is needed to: 
! Inform the drafting of alternative reserve design scenarios (i.e., the proposed reserves 

need to stay out of the way of activities to be covered by the plan and vice-versa) 
! Provide data on the amount and types of habitat that could be impacted.  This data is 

needed to: 1) estimate the magnitude of conservation needed for mitigation (though I 
should remind everyone that not all conservation measures will be taken for mitigation 
purposes), and 2) define the variability of impacts among different habitat types. 

 
The impacts analysis work to date focuses on land use plans approved by the County and 
member cities.  Other impacts that could possibly be covered by the HCP, such as impacts of 
recreation on new preserves, agricultural impacts (if agriculturalists request coverage), rural 
infrastructure projects, are not a part of this preliminary impact analysis.  
 
Approach: Given that the extent and location of future growth in East County cannot be 
precisely known, and since one purpose of the impact analysis and conservation strategy is to 
assist with subsequent identification of an HCP permit coverage area, three alternative impact 
scenarios were developed and analyzed.  A brief description of each scenario is provided below.  
Maps illustrating these scenarios will be distributed at the November 21 meeting. 
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 Scenario 1: Urban Land Use Designations Inside the Urban Limit Line (ULL).  This 
scenario assumes that only those lands inside the ULL and with a development-type land-
use designation from the appropriate city or the County will develop. 

 
 Scenario 2: All Non-Protected Lands Inside the ULL.  This scenario assumes that, with 

the exception of existing parks, all lands inside the ULL will develop. 
 
 Scenario 3: City General Plans.  This scenario assumes that, with the exception of 

existing parks, all lands inside the ULL will develop (same as scenario 2 to this extent).  
It further assumes that lands meeting the following criteria will also develop: 
! Oustide the ULL, and 
! Designated for development by approved City General Plans, and 
! Not within lands already purchased for conservation. 

  
Analysis Procedure: Using GIS technology (computerized mapping software), the three impact 
scenarios were overlaid on the landcover map (the map of vegetation types) and on the habitat 
model maps.  This procedure allowed us both to make maps showing the relationship between 
impacts and habitat and to generate statistics on the amount of impact.  The attached draft tables 
show the preliminary data collected to date. 
 
Acquisition Analysis Zones 
 
To begin to frame conservation measures and identify acquisition priorities, Jones and Stokes has 
identified five acquistion analysis zones.  Collectively, these zones encompass virtually all of the 
non-protected and non-developed lands in the planning area.  Of course, these zones are not 
meant estimate the extent or location of proposed reserves.  They are intended to help structure 
the reserve design analysis by identifying distinct landscapes.  For instance, one acquisition 
analysis zone includes virtually all of the more intensively farmed lands east of Oakley, 
Brentwood, and Byron.  Another includes virtually all of the non-park lands in the watershed of 
the main-stem of Marsh Creek.  The map will illustrate the concepts better and will be 
distributed at the meeting. 



Category

Total in 
Inventory 
Area (acres)

In Public 
Land/OS 
(acres)

In Public 
Land/OS 
(%)

Impact 
(acres)

Impact 
(%)*

Remain Outside 
Public Land/OS 
(acres)

Impact 
(acres) Impact (%)

Remain Outside 
Public Land/OS 
(acres)

Impact 
(acres) Impact (%)

Remain Outside 
Public Land/OS 
(acres)

Covered Natural Communities
Grassland 59,336 24,684 41.6% 3,659 10.6% 30,993 5,746 16.6% 28,906 8,248 23.8% 26,404
Oak Woodland 24,268 11,617 47.9% 143 1.1% 12,507 220 1.7% 12,430 253 2.0% 12,397
Chaparral/Scrub 2,862 2003 70.0% 1 0.1% 858 1 0.1% 858 1 0.1% 858
Riparian Woodland/Scrub 219 63 28.6% 96 61.3% 61 99 63.3% 58 108 69.0% 49
Agriculture 33,788 528 1.6% 5,398 16.2% 27,862 8,433 25.4% 24,827 8,674 26.1% 24,586
Total 120,474 38,896 32.3% 9,297 89.4% 72,281 14,498 107.1% 67,079 17,284 121.0% 64,294

Special Terrestrial Land Cover Types
Alkali Grassland 1,989 435 21.9% 2 0.1% 1,551 229 14.7% 1,324 229 14.7% 1,324
Rock Outcrop 80 80 100.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Oak Savanna 5,835 2,627 45.0% 124 3.9% 3,084 202 6.3% 3,006 371 11.6% 2,837

Wetlands and Streams
Stream Beds (PENDING)
Wetlands (undetermined) 185.3 64.2 34.6% 26 21.8% 95 36 29.9% 85 42 34.8% 79
Seasonal wetlands 19 3 15.3% 8 50.0% 8 8 50.0% 8 8 50.0% 8
Alkali wetlands 44 19 42.4% 0 0.0% 25 3 12.0% 22 3 12.0% 22
Aquatic 1,731 1,594 92.1% 33 24.1% 104 40 29.2% 97 40 29.2% 97
Ponds 131 40 30.7% 14 15.4% 77 15 16.5% 76 16 17.6% 75
Total 2,110 1,720 81.5% 81 20.9% 308 102 26.2% 288 109 28.0% 281

*% of category outside public land/open space

Impact Scenario 1:  Development 
Designation in ULL

Impact Scenario 2:  All Nonprotected 
Areas Within  ULL

Impact Scenario 3:  City General 
Plans

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS TO NATURAL COMMUNITIES



 



Land Cover Types

Total in 
Inventory 
Area (acres)

In Public 
Land/OS 
(acres)

In Public 
Land/OS 
(%)

Impact 
(acres)

Impact 
(%)*

Remain Outside 
Public Land/OS 
(acres)

Impact 
(acres)

Impact 
(%)*

Remain Outside 
Public Land/OS 
(acres)

Impact 
(acres)

Impact 
(%)*

Remain Outside 
Public Land/OS 
(acres)

alkali grassland 1988.8 435.4 21.9% 2 0.2% 1,551 229 14.8% 1,324 229
alkali wetland 43.6 18.5 42.4% 0 0.0% 25 3 11.9% 22 3 11.9% 22
aquatic 1730.6 1593.8 92.1% 33 23.9% 104 40 29.2% 97 40 29.2% 97
aqueduct 383.7 14.8 3.9% 198 53.7% 171 209 56.7% 160 209 56.7% 160
chaparral 2862.4 2003.2 70.0% 1 0.1% 858 1 0.1% 858 1 0.1% 858
cropland 24012.5 387.6 1.6% 3,057 12.9% 20,568 4,880 20.7% 18,744 5,032 21.3% 18,593
emergent wetland 185.3 64.2 34.6% 26 21.8% 95 36 29.9% 85 42 34.8% 79
grassland 57190.7 24171.7 42.3% 3,645 11.0% 29,374 5,501 16.7% 27,518 8,002 24.2% 25,017
landfill 332.9 12.6 3.8% 0 0.0% 320 0 0.0% 320 0 0.0% 320
non-native woodland 47.8 11.2 23.4% 29 78.4% 8 34 94.1% 2 34 94.1% 2
oak savanna 5835.4 2627.3 45.0% 124 3.9% 3,084 202 6.3% 3,006 371 11.6% 2,837
oak woodland 24189.7 11561.8 47.8% 143 1.1% 12,485 220 1.7% 12,408 253 2.0% 12,375
orchard 4767.5 17.7 0.4% 1,420 29.9% 3,330 1,632 34.4% 3,118 1,721 36.2% 3,028
pasture 3533.2 71 2.0% 475 13.7% 2,987 1,442 41.6% 2,020 1,442 41.6% 2,020
pond 131.2 40.3 30.7% 14 15.2% 77 15 16.6% 76 16 17.5% 75
riparian 219.2 62.7 28.6% 96 61.3% 61 99 63.1% 58 108 69.3% 48
rock outcrops 80.2 80.2 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 0
ruderal 7292.7 499.7 6.9% 3,663 53.9% 3,130 3,739 55.0% 3,054 3,861 56.8% 2,932
seasonal wetland 18.9 2.9 15.3% 8 50.1% 8 8 50.1% 8 8 50.1% 8
slough/channel 157.1 50.9 32.4% 79 74.4% 27 88 83.0% 18 88 83.0% 18
turf 840.7 549.1 65.3% 107 36.7% 185 122 41.9% 169 122 41.9% 169
urban 32297.2 500.8 1.6% 26,116 82.1% 5,680 27,861 87.6% 3,936 27,907 87.8% 3,889
vineyard 1313.1 0 0.0% 371 28.3% 942 394 30.0% 919 394 30.0% 919
wind turbines 217.6 59.1 27.2% 0 0.0% 159 0 0.0% 159 0 0.0% 159
Total 169672 44836.5 26.4% 39606.238 31.7% 85,229 46755.776 37.5% 78,080 49885.492 40.0% 74,950

*% of category outside public land/open space

Impact Scenario 1:  Development 
Designation in ULL

Impact Scenario 2:  All Nonprotected 
Areas Within  ULL

Impact Scenario 3:  City General 
Plans

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS TO LANDCOVER TYPES



 



Category Note

Total in 
Inventory 

Area (acres)

In Public 
Land/OS 
(acres)

In Public 
Land/OS 
(%)

Impact 
(acres)

Impact 
(%)*

Remain Outside 
Public Land/OS 
(acres)

Impact 
(acres)

Impact 
(%)*

Remain Outside 
Public Land/OS 
(acres)

Impact 
(acres)

Impact 
(%)*

Remain Outside 
Public Land/OS 
(acres)

San Joaquin Kit Fox
   suitable habitat 63,199 25,668 41% 4,566 12% 32,966 6,767 18% 30,764 9,563 25% 27,969
   suitable low use habitat 19591 3,036 15% 3,336 20% 13,219 3,929 24% 12,626 4,147 25% 12,408
   Total 82,790 28,704 35% 7,902 15% 46,185 10,696 20% 43,390 13,710 25% 40,377

Tricolored blackbird
   suitable core habitat 157 51 32% 79 74% 27 88 83% 18 88 83% 18
   primary foraging 88,586 25,179 28% 8,296 13% 55,111 13,945 22% 49,462 16,596 26% 46,811
   secondary foraging 6,257 18 0% 1,967 32% 4,272 2,202 35% 4,037 2,292 37% 3,948
   Total 95,000 25,248 27% 10,342 15% 59,411 16,235 23% 53,517 18,976 27% 50,777

Alameda Whip Snake
   suitable core and perimeter habitat 5,804 3,869 67% 8 0% 1,927 8 0% 1,927 8 0% 1,927
   movement habitat 46,152 21,998 48% 813 3% 23,341 813 3% 23,341 925 4% 23,229
   Total 51,957 25,868 50% 821 3% 25,268 821 3% 25,268 933 4% 25,156

Big Tarplant
   suitable habitat 36,534 16,329 45% 1,236 6% 18,969 2,367 12% 17,837 3,697 18% 16,508
   suitable low potential habitat 12,987 3,006 23% 3,568 36% 6,413 5,377 54% 4,604 7,880 79% 2,101
   Total 49,520 19,334 39% 4,804 16% 25,382 7,744 26% 22,441 11,577 38% 18,609

Brewer's Dwarf Flax 
   suitable habitat 27,052 13,565 50% 144 1% 13,343 222 2% 13,266 254 2% 13,233
   suitable low potential habitat 14,079 6,952 49% 248 3% 365 5% 6,762 409 6% 6,719
   Total 41,131 20,517 50% 393 2% 20,222 587 3% 20,028 663 3% 19,951

Brittlescale
   suitable habitat 1,370 369 27% 1 0% 1,001 147 15% 855 147 15% 855

California Giant Garter Snake
   potential core habitat* (by impact still pending) 1 54 8 15%
   movement and foraging 1,268 38 3% 519 42% 711 626 51% 603 626 51% 603
   Total

California Red-Legged Frog
   migration and aestivation 112,846 44,162 39% 9,085 13% 59,599 11,828 17% 56,857 14,771 22% 53,914
 breeding ponds (pending by impacts) 102 40 39%
breeding streams (pending by impacts; other 
calculations provided in linear ft)
   Total

California Tiger Salamander
   migration and aestivation 89,601 41193 46% 1981 4% 46,427 3,259 7% 45,149 5,314 11% 43,094
   breeding ponds 81 34 43% 0 0% 46 1 2% 45 2 4% 44
   Total 89,682 41,227 46% 1,981 4% 46,473 3,260 7% 45,194 5,316 11% 43,138

Diablo Helianthella 
   suitable habitat 31,034 15,143 49% 20 0% 15,870 45 0% 15,846 87 1% 15,804

SUMMARY OF MODELED IMPACTS TO SPECIFIC SPECIES

Impact Scenario 2:  All Nonprotected 
Areas Within  ULL

Impact Scenario 1:  Development 
Designation in ULL Impact Scenario 3:  City General Plans



Category Note

Total in 
Inventory 

Area (acres)

In Public 
Land/OS 
(acres)

In Public 
Land/OS 
(%)

Impact 
(acres)

Impact 
(%)*

Remain Outside 
Public Land/OS 
(acres)

Impact 
(acres)

Impact 
(%)*

Remain Outside 
Public Land/OS 
(acres)

Impact 
(acres)

Impact 
(%)*

Remain Outside 
Public Land/OS 
(acres)

Impact Scenario 2:  All Nonprotected 
Areas Within  ULL

Impact Scenario 1:  Development 
Designation in ULL Impact Scenario 3:  City General Plans

Foothill Yellow-Legged Frog
   suitable habitat (pending by impact; other 
calculations provided in linear ft) 61,273 28,258 46%
   low use (pending by impact; other calculations 
provided by linear ft) 756,858 316,324 42%
   Total 818,131 344,582 42%

Golden Eagle
   potential foraging 130,599 42,312 32% 12,753 14% 75,534 18,685 21% 69,601 21,682 25% 66,605

Mount Diablo Fairy Lantern
   suitable habitat 49,155 23,513 48% 64 0% 25,578 267 1% 25,375 705 3% 24,936

Mount Diablo Manzanita 
   suitable habitat 2 2,445 1,484 61% 0 0% 961 0 0% 961 0 0% 961

Recurved Larkspur 
   suitable habitat 1,989 435 22% 2 0% 1,551 229 15% 1,324 229 15% 1,324

Silvery Legless Lizard
   suitable habitat 3,654 2,138 59% 736 49% 780 736 49% 780 821 54% 695

Swainson Hawk
   potential breeding 267 74 28% 125 65% 68 133 69% 60 143 74% 50
   potential foraging 36,345 1,442 4% 4,934 14% 29,969 9,113 26% 25,790 9,265 27% 25,638
   Total 36,612 1,516 4% 5,059 14% 30,038 9,247 26% 25,850 9,408 27% 25,689

Western Burrowing Owl
   suitable habitat 67,908 25,724 38% 7,764 18% 34,420 9,943 24% 32,241 12,570 30% 29,614
   suitable habitat - low use 29,557 586 2% 4,612 16% 24,359 8,194 28% 20,777 8,346 29% 20,625
   Total 97,465 26,309 27% 18,137 25% 53,018 18,137 25% 53,018 20,916 29% 50,240

Notes
1:  Giant garter snake potential core habitat assumes an average width of suitable habitat along sloughs/channels of 20 feet on either side = 40 feet total
2:  Although no direct impacts to species, impact areas are very close to species' habitat in all three scenarios
*% of category outside public land/open space



MEETING REPORT

20 September 2002 Science Advisory Panel Meeting
East Contra Costa County Habitat Conservation Plan /

Natural Communities Conservation Plan

Prepared and reviewed by the Science Advisory Panel: Lynn Huntsinger (chair), Barbara Ertter,
Alan Launer, Susan Orloff, Bruce Pavlik, Brian Walton, Erica Fleishman (facilitator)

INTRODUCTION

This report serves as the meeting record for the second Science Advisory Panel (Panel) meeting
for the East Contra Costa County Habitat Conservation Plan / Natural Communities
Conservation Plan (HCP / NCCP). The report was prepared by the chair and facilitator of the
Panel. The chair ensured that the scientific views of the Panel were articulated clearly. The
facilitator served in an editorial capacity to ensure that the report was clear and responded
explicitly to the questions posed by the Habitat Conservation Plan Association (HCPA) Team.
All Panel members have had the opportunity to review this document.

The body of the report contains comments from the Panel. Two Appendices are attached.
Appendix 1 details responses of the HCPA Team to requests from the Panel for clarification on
various issues. Appendix 2 summarizes the comments from the public.

The 20 September Panel meeting began at 1:00 P.M. In addition to four of the six Panel
members (Huntsinger, Ertter, Launer, and Orloff), meeting participants included John Kopchik
(Contra Costa County); David Zippin, Paul Cylinder, and Ed West (Jones & Stokes); and Erica
Fleishman (facilitator). Also present were Rebecca Young (note-taker) and five members of the
public (Sheila Larsen, Peter Rauch, John Slaymaker, Jay Torres-Muga, and Mike Vukelich).
Panel members Bruce Pavlik and Brian Walton were unable to attend the meeting. Pavlik
submitted separate responses to the agenda and meeting packets. His responses, which have been
integrated into the appropriate sections of the report, are marked accordingly.

During the meeting, the Panel focused on five sets of issues:
1. Outcomes (follow-up discussion and actions) from the 29 May 2002 Panel meeting
2. Habitat models for 19 covered species
3. Conservation principles for HCP / NCCP development
4. Preliminary biological goals for covered species and natural communities
5. Potential needs for new biological data and planning related to the NCCP Act of 2002

The Panel also addressed a question on sudden oak death posed by the Coordination Group.
Following a public comment period, the meeting adjourned at 4:50 P.M.
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OUTCOMES (FOLLOW-UP DISCUSSION AND ACTIONS) FROM THE 29 MAY 2002
PANEL MEETING

Responses to the 29 May report

1. It is important to clarify that a higher density of oaks is not categorically better. Increasing oak
regeneration or oak density should not be a default goal, but should be based on well-founded
evidence of need. The same can be said for ‘reducing stream temperatures’ and increasing brush
in riparian areas. The usefulness of these changes for habitat improvement depends on
knowledge of the specific site and wildlife needs.

2. A significant and non-arbitrary characteristic of savannah (Reference #2) is that its canopy is
open enough to permit significant understory development. In California’s oak woodlands, a
canopy cover below 30% usually permits understory development. The percent of canopy cover
chosen does vary from author to author and with specific geographic location.

3. The inability to distinguish between native and non-native grasslands (Reference #3) makes it
difficult to estimate how much habitat is being lost and how much is being restored. Biodiversity
patterns vary as a result of differences in soil type, vegetation associations, elevation, and
management history.

4. It may prove impossible and / or impractical to discriminate among grassland assemblages.
However, important land cover types with restricted or cryptic distributions, such as rock
outcrops, seeps, and some grass associations, potentially could be included in a ‘watch list.’
These features, if found during HCP development or implementation, could be recognized and
tracked.

5. Reference #5 implies that agricultural lands only provide habitat for three of the covered
species. San Joaquin kit fox should be added to this list.

6. Request for clarification from the HCPA Team

If data on soils and grassland were overlaid, could biodiversity patterns be predicted?

“No Take” Species Memo

1. Consider adding Cordylanthus palmatus and Deinandra bacigalupi to the list. Both species
occur in Alameda County. Deinandra bacigalupi was described in 1999, and currently is known
from only three populations. Reconsider adding California horned lizard (Phrynosoma
coronatum frontale) to the list.

2. With respect to Reference #20, caper-fruited tropidocarpum is not considered extinct, although
it is extremely rare.

3. Educating and communicating with landowners is important. In the long run, having a more
inclusive HCP in terms of covered species is sometimes better. It may be worthwhile to
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emphasize that listed species must be considered by landowners independent of the HCP. The
HCP is not creating new regulatory constraints.

4. The last sentence on Page 2, paragraph 2 should be amended to read “ . . . applicants would
therefore have to demonstrate through biological surveys conducted at the proper time of year.”

5. Request for clarification from the HCPA Team

Are any participants (municipalities) concerned that the list of covered species is too
long?

HABITAT MODELS FOR 19 COVERED SPECIES

Introduction / background

Habitat models serve 2 purposes
1. Estimate the amount of take under alternative conservation strategies. Habitat models
have been developed for 19 of the 26 covered species. Estimates of take for all species
will be habitat-based.
2. Models are intended to help develop the conservation plan by telling us where species
are likely to occur and how likely they are to occur.

Occurrence records were not used to build the models but were used to validate and refine the
models. Records were obtained from a variety of sources including but not limited to the Natural
Diversity Database, California Fish and Game, East Bay Parks District, and individual biologists.

An HCP can be developed without models. Given the limitations of the models, it is important to
assess whether they will be helpful in developing alternative conservation strategies.

Panel comments

1. It is important to emphasize that existing occurrence records were used to validate and
improve the models, or as an ‘error check.’

2. The existing models are essentially ‘best expert models.’ Such models are useful if numerous
occurrence records exist and many experts are participating in the model building and validation
process, but this type of modeling process can be open to errors and criticism. It is important to
assess the accuracy of the models and, if possible, to test the models using new data (ground-
truthing). In the absence of new data, it would be helpful to somehow assess how well the
models performed using the existing data.

3. The habitat models are quite general, and probably represent cautious, conservative
expressions required by the incomplete datasets we have to work with.

4. Diablo helianthella probably is not restricted to east-facing slopes.
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5. Requests for clarification from the HCPA Team

a. Would it be possible to send inventory maps to experts on covered species and ask
those experts to contribute their knowledge and data records?

b. Red-legged frogs sometimes occur in drainage ditches and other artificial habitats. Can
those areas be identified?

c. Do the habitat models distinguish between perennial streams and other potential habitat
for amphibians? Research has shown that California tiger salamanders spend years in the
uplands—sometimes as many as four years—before returning to water to breed. The
uplands are much more important to this species than previously understood. In addition,
foothill yellow-legged frogs are found in pools as well as perennial streams.

CONSERVATION PRINCIPLES FOR HCP / NCCP DEVELOPMENT

Introduction / background

Conservation biology principles are intended to describe the scientifically-based foundation of
the overall goals of the conservation planning process, including creation of a reserve system.

Panel comments

1. Maximum size of reserves is important, but calculations of area also should include an
estimate of the percentage of degraded habitat or of habitat quality. In addition, it would be
helpful to include a measure of species-level diversity. A location that has relatively high
diversity of native species should have a higher conservation value than a similar location with
comparatively less species diversity.

2. Proximity of threats including non-native invasive species may be important. An area adjacent
to a field covered in a non-native plant species like star thistle should be assigned a lower
conservation value than an area that is further from sources of invasive species.

3. Some very small reserves may be necessary to accommodate species that are rare or have
unusual resource requirements. To the greatest extent possible, the number of small reserves
should be minimized in favor of larger reserves that contain habitat for those rare species. It is
easier to manage one reserve than to manage two reserves.

4. It would be useful to acknowledge issues related to corridors, including corridor width and the
ecological implications of temporary dispersal corridors versus more permanent corridors.

5. With respect to the map-based versus process-based approach, a purely process-based
approach is unlikely to provide the spatially-explicit perspective needed for an effective HCP /
NCCP, especially over long periods of time during implementation. Mapping core reserve areas
(e.g., existing parks and reserves), with outlying (unprotected) resources of concern, would
provide the necessary perspective. When combined with the acquisition / conservation criteria,
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the question of what to acquire will not have to be mapped—it will be relatively easy to infer. If
this is what is intended by the ‘hybrid approach,’ then the hybrid approach seems sound.1

6. Request for clarification from the HCPA Team

Will the size of the reserves be sufficient to allow for occurrence of natural processes,
such as relatively large and frequent chaparral fires?

PRELIMINARY BIOLOGICAL GOALS FOR COVERED SPECIES AND NATURAL
COMMUNITIES

Introduction / background

Preliminary biological goals for covered species and natural communities will be a section of
Chapter 1 of the HCP. This section will outline the goals and objectives for both covered species
and covered natural communities. All HCPs are required to develop goals for covered species.
This HCP includes goals for natural communities as well in order to emphasize that this is a
habitat-based plan.

Goals as currently listed are not quantitative, they are qualitative and conceptual. They are
intended as first drafts and preliminary targets. At a later stage in the planning process, some
goals may be eliminated, and other goals may be refined.

Members of the public have questioned whether reserves established under the HCP will be
capable of maintaining viable populations. But for many of the covered species, the planning
area only includes a portion of a regional population—creating a reserve to manage a viable
population may not be an appropriate goal. In these situations, it may be difficult to implement
an appropriate measurement and monitoring protocol to assess whether the goal has been met.

Panel comments

1. The potential for restoring native grassland question is location-specific. In some sites active
management would not help restore native grasslands; in other sites a few management changes
could make a big difference.

2. The objectives contain many sweeping generalizations about major changes in management
that would be difficult and perhaps even risky to implement. For example, “changes in grazing
and fire management” are mentioned repeatedly. It might be preferable to alter the wording to
“management of grazing and fire.” Changes in grazing and fire management, and how those
changes would affect the specific needs of animals and plants of concern, need to be considered
carefully prior to implementation. The habitat models do not appear to be linked to any of these
potential changes.

                                                            
1 Comment submitted by Bruce Pavlik in response to the agenda and meeting packet
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3. The draft biological goals are quite general, and probably represent cautious, conservative
expressions required by the incomplete datasets we have to work with. However, the apparently
simple objectives of “compensating for individuals lost as a result of covered activities”  and
“conduct experimental management” do not convey how difficult these objectives are to meet in
reality (at least with respect to rare plant reintroductions and population enhancements). The
research required to support these types of restoration objectives is fairly substantial and includes
clearly-focused experiments, expertise, funding and a long-term time framework. These cannot
take place on the same schedule as covered activities, so such objectives may sound reasonable
from a permitting standpoint but not from a conservation standpoint. An explicit, adaptive
management framework will be necessary to provide scientific opinion as to whether such
objectives are achievable under existing conditions.2

4. The current objectives are too general to account for variation in the response of individual
species to environmental changes. For example, some species will benefit from enhanced
recruitment of oaks, whereas others may benefit more from maintaining relatively open areas. In
addition, the general nature of the objectives makes it somewhat difficult to comment on
objectives for individual species.

5. It may not be possible to assess whether the output of a viability analysis is accurate until 20
years from now. Viability analyses are helpful in the conservation planning process. They
generate some useful ideas, but their output should not be regarded as exact answers. Existing
population models for some taxonomic groups, such as amphibians, may be helpful for
estimating whether reserves for some covered species (e.g., red-legged frog) may contribute to
population viability.

6. Requests for clarification from the HCPA Team

a. Are artificial structures considered in the objectives? It is difficult to incorporate stock
ponds or other artificial structures into the objectives, but they are important habitat for
some species. Ponds that are created for management or mitigation purposes should not
be constructed in an existing wetland.

b. How was objective 1i (limit the total loss of streams to less than 5% of the remaining
streams in the inventory area) derived? This seems like a good conservative target. Why
is this loss limit potentially lower than for other land cover types? The rationale should be
stated to explain why a limit was set for wetlands and streams but not for other land-
cover types.

c. Is water withdrawal from wells being taken into account? Groundwater withdrawals
have led to desiccation of seeps and springs many miles away.

d. Objectives for many plants include “compensate for” and “salvage seed from”
individuals lost. This seems to imply transplantation, which may not be effective. It
would be preferable not to disturb existing populations.

                                                            
2 Comment submitted by Bruce Pavlik in response to the agenda and meeting packet



7

e. San Joaquin kit fox rely heavily on ground squirrels as prey. Would it be possible to
develop a ground squirrel management strategy that would be compatible with protecting
the kit fox and would not upset land owners? Ground squirrels do well in grazed
grassland. The squirrels also disturb the soil—this could help promote the spread of
invasive plants.

f. The foundation for building the alternative strategies seems solid, but it is difficult to
make specific comments because many of the species-level goals and objectives are fairly
general and non-controversial. Most of the goals focus on minimization of adverse
effects. If our goals include recovery, then objectives should be more specific and explicit
regarding ways to promote recovery. Another explicit goal might be avoiding the need to
list species that currently are not listed.

POTENTIAL NEEDS FOR NEW BIOLOGICAL DATA AND PLANNING RELATED
TO NCCP ACT OF 2002

Introduction / background

The NCCP Act of 2002 contains new requirements for applicants. The initial scope for this HCP
was written before the NCCP Act of 2002 was passed. As a result, various aspects of the plan
may need to be revised to comply with the revised Act. CDFG must make detailed findings
before issuing a permit. As part of the planning process, suggested additions to the HCP in terms
of data compilation and analysis are being outlined in order to assist CDFG and to comply with
the Act. The Act includes many ecological terms but does not define those terms. Therefore, it is
useful to consider definitions at this stage in the planning process. Terms that seem to warrant
particular attention are ‘ecosystem function,’ “biological diversity,’ and ‘environmental
gradients.’

Panel comments

1. The suggested definitions are reasonable. There is no ‘best’ definition for these terms.
Ultimately, it is more important to consider how the terms will be measured. It is difficult to
separate how the term is defined from how the parameter will be measured.

2. Consider changing part of the proposed definition of environmental gradients, “shifts in
physical and ecological parameters,” to “spatial variation in physical and ecological parameters”
or “geographical transitions in physical and ecological parameters.”

3. It would be valuable to explore potential ways to map microclimatic variation using GIS.

4. It may be difficult to use watersheds both as a planning unit and as a way to protect ecosystem
function. Three potential surrogate measures of ecosystem function—biodiversity, biomass, and
vegetation structure—could be considered community-level measures rather than watershed-
level or ecosystem-level measures, although all may be correlated with ecosystem function. It
would be preferable to focus on measuring the physical processes that affect habitat for covered
species, particularly since this is a habitat-based plan. If the plan contains reliable measures of
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diversity and abundance, it may be possible to assess those surrogates at the watershed level in
order to evaluate whether the system is self-sustaining. Perhaps the degree of active management
necessary is an indication of function—the amount of active intervention necessary may decrease
as function improves.

5. Consider adding some indicator of human disturbance to ecosystem function in watersheds in
addition to extent of exotic species. For example, within a watershed an index of fragmentation
(and possible effects on hydrology, nutrient flows, and erosion) would be a ratio of linear road
length to watershed area (e.g. km/km2). This could be easily done for paved roads, and perhaps
dirt roads, depending on the database fed into a GIS.3

6. Nowhere in the project timeline is there a specific reference to the development of a
monitoring program for evaluating implementation of the HCP / NCCP. This is an absolutely
essential part of the process (it’s in Senate Bill 107), and it may be the most challenging.
Evaluating biological goals, data gaps, application of conservation principles, restoration, are all
part of the timeline that will depend heavily on the information feedbacks to decision-makers.
Monitoring components should be built into the decision-making process at an early stage so that
all stakeholders will understand the uses and limitations of different types of monitoring
information. We think this will strengthen our vision of how the HCP will actually operate, and
this cannot wait for the very end (often rushed) part of the HCP development process.4

7. Requests for clarification from the HCPA Team

a. Based on the current definition, how would ‘ecosystem function’ be measured in the
HCP? It will be necessary to choose surrogate measures of function. Suggestions include
but are not limited to nutrient cycling, hydrographs, and concentrations of urban and
agricultural pollutants.

b. Biodiversity is a vague term—it is difficult to measure. Will measures be focused on
vertebrates and plants? Would all covered vertebrates be measured? Would additional
vertebrates not included in the plan be measured? It should somehow be emphasized that
the goal is to maximize native biodiversity. It may be useful to include non-native
species, but these should be considered on a case-by-case basis. Some non-native species
are undesirable in the context of the plan’s goals and objectives.

c. Will the plan capture vegetational communities that are considered rare in their own
right, even if they do not include endangered species? Planning documents should specify
more explicitly that these types of communities exist and are worth considering in a
conservation strategy.

                                                            
3 Comment submitted by Bruce Pavlik in response to the agenda and meeting packet
4 Comment submitted by Bruce Pavlik in response to the agenda and meeting packet
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SUDDEN OAK DEATH

Question

The Coordination Group asked the Panel to comment on sudden oak death. What are the
implications of this ‘changing circumstance’ as we enter into a long-term conservation plan?

Panel response

1. It is not possible to differentiate blue oaks, valley oaks, and coast live oaks using the existing
land cover mapping methods. Ground measurements would be necessary. In other words, it may
not realistically be possible to model the probability that an area is susceptible to sudden oak
death.

2. Both sudden oak death and West Nile virus are likely to affect the planning area during the
duration of the permit. The best we can do is to identify those potential changes in circumstances
and address them through adaptive management. Detailed speculation on the potential effects of
the changes is beyond the scope of this HCP.

3. The principles of conservation biology are designed to mitigate the effects of stochastic
events. If sudden oak death becomes a problem in the future, it is something that may need to be
considered through adaptive management. But at this point in time it is difficult to take
anticipatory action. For example, it is not realistic to preserve all oak woodland that might be
susceptible to sudden oak death. Given the duration of the permit, adaptive management is the
only viable strategy. Establishing reserves according to conservation principles also provides
some insurance against stochastic events. It may not be necessary to address this topic in the
HCP.
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APPENDIX 1. RESPONSES FROM THE HCPA TEAM TO REQUESTS FOR
CLARIFICATION FROM THE PANEL

Outcomes (follow-up discussion and actions) from the 29 May 2002 Panel meeting

• Responses to the 29 May report

Overlaying currently available maps of soil and grassland would not allow for prediction of
where the greatest concentrations of native biodiversity would occur. Although there is
considerable biodiversity in grasslands, patterns do not necessarily correlate with soils maps. In
order to attempt to use the maps in a predictive context, it would be necessary to obtain a finer-
grained soil map and overlays of management, land use history, and ground disturbance.

• “No Take” Species Memo

The list includes 26 species, which does not seem excessive. If municipalities are uncomfortable
with the list, they have the option of applying for their own permit as opposed to participating in
the HCP.

Two categories of species are included on the “no take” list.
(1) Fully protected species for which the state cannot authorize take.
(2) Species that are sufficiently rare that any loss of populations or individuals might jeopardize
its survival. Under this HCP there would be no take of those species. A landowner not
participating in the HCP could apply to CDFG for a take permit, but obstacles to receiving a
permit would be substantial.

Habitat models for 19 covered species

a. Distribution of inventory maps to experts on covered species might be constrained by
available time and money. Also, there is no obvious way to assess the accuracy of the data
provided. It may be possible for the HCPA Team to compile the data records if the Panel is
willing to provide a list of experts and disseminate the materials to those experts.

b. Channels could be distinguished on the land cover map but not necessarily drainage ditches.

c. Both perennial and ephemeral streams were included on the land cover map. It was difficult to
model habitat for the foothill yellow-legged frog because data on stream status is poor. Streams
that were not known to be perennial were classified as low-quality. The documentation of the
model will clarify this rationale.

Conservation principles for HCP / NCCP development

The goal is that the reserves will be large enough to manage foreseeable disturbances and
provide resilience to stochastic environmental changes.



11

Preliminary biological goals for covered species and natural communities

a. Reserves will not be pristine—they will require management. Some land cover types, like
ponds, will need more management than others. Different species and natural communities have
different management needs. Hopefully this HCP can create a reserve in which management for
the different species and communities will not conflict.

b. There was no firm scientific basis for limiting the total loss of streams to less than 5% of the
remaining streams in the inventory area. However, it is very difficult to create a new stream.
Building a new stream requires channelization. Quantitative limits for other land cover types
may be added later.

c. Groundwater withdrawal is probably not an activity that could be covered under this HCP. The
agencies who approve HCPs do not have jurisdiction over groundwater. It may be helpful to
explicitly exclude the activity from coverage under the HCP.

d. There is ecological uncertainty whether salvage of seeds is effective. Success is likely to vary
among species. This question raises the issue of mitigation. In some cases, preservation of
existing populations is considered mitigation. It would be worthwhile to consider whether this
plan should try to compensate for plants that are lost, and to try to establish another population.
Is it worth trying? Some experts argue the probability of success is too low. The objectives might
include the caveat “if loss is unavoidable.”

e. There may be some way to enhance ground squirrel populations to benefit fox, raptors, and
other covered species. The plan uses the term “fossorial species.”

f. Generalities are intentional at this point in the HCP development process, prior to drafting of
alternative conservation strategies. The ability to develop objectives regarding recovery varies
among species. Measures to promote recovery are implicit in Goal 2 for many species.

Potential needs for new biological data and planning related to NCCP Act of 2002

a. Higher function for a species might be indicated by an increase in abundance or distributional
range. Higher function for a community might be indicated by higher diversity. Potential
surrogates may be measured at watershed level. For example, are the headwaters of the
watershed protected? Is sufficient land within the watershed protected? Suggested measures of
whether ecosystem function is stable or being maintained include water quality and quantity,
sedimentation rates, erosion rates, biodiversity, biomass, and vegetative structure. CDFG has not
addressed this issue in detail. Instead, the plan needs to state definitions clearly and to explain
how assessment criteria were developed. CDFG seems to be focused on smaller planning units
than whole ecosystems; they are concerned with goals for each natural community type.
Watersheds would be one way of addressing ecosystem function at a larger scale.

b. To prevent biodiversity from being a vague term in the plan, the plan will describe how the
variable is being defined and measured. The plan is likely to focus on vertebrates and plants
initially, but the taxonomic focus could be modified or expanded in the future. Potential
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measurements include but are not limited to richness, abundance and distribution of native
species. It is possible that a subset of a taxonomic group (e.g., vertebrates) would be measured as
a basis for drawing inferences about the status of the taxonomic group as a whole. ‘Diversity’
may be measured as the proportion of land in different cover or habitat types. A few non-native
species, such as annual grasses, be an accepted part of the community at this point in time.

c. Rare vegetational communities can be captured in the plan, but the land cover database has
been developed within existing constraints. ‘Endangered habitat types’ can be incorporated into
the written plan with respect to how elements of special value or concern are treated as we
encounter them. Many of these considerations can be addressed through the adaptive
management process. There will be much more in the plan that what is in the land cover database
that is being used as a tool for development of the plan.
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APPENDIX 2. PUBLIC COMMENT

Outcomes (follow-up discussion and actions) from the 29 May 2002 Panel meeting

1. From a regulatory perspective, covering wind farms in the HCP would be extremely difficult.
It is possible that some wind farms could apply for a separate incidental take permit.

2. It is important to clarify that increasing oak density is not always preferable.

3. Species that are listed and not listed are treated equally under the HCP.

Habitat models for 19 covered species

The agricultural community is concerned that the habitat models make numerous assumptions
about species occurrence, and that there has been limited ground-truthing.

Consider the wisdom on including these models in the HCP. The models are predictions that may
not be acceptable to the agencies. In addition, there is a potential cost overrun on development of
the HCP. Moreover, there has been limited field verification of the models. We want the HCP
development process to be successful.

Sudden oak death

Trees in drier inland areas like eastern Contra Costa County (as opposed to areas with a stronger
coastal influence) may be less susceptible to sudden oak death.

Preliminary biological goals for covered species and natural communities

1. There is a difference between a reserve system that in theory is capable of supporting a
species, and habitat in which the species actually is present.

2. Although restoring native grassland may not be feasible on a regional scale, any restoration
should be encouraged.

Potential needs for new biological data and planning related to NCCP Act of 2002

1. Agriculture in Contra Costa County does not rely heavily on groundwater. There are two canal
systems in the county. As in Monterey and San Joaquin County, groundwater use in Contra
Costa County requires permits.

2. Citations to relevant literature concerning these definitions might be helpful for members of
the public.
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Open comment

1. Some members of the public would like the Panel’s feedback on how the process of adaptive
management will be reconciled with the NCCP equivalent of federal ‘no surprises’ provisions.

2. The NCCP Act of 2002 indicates that plans should be based on the best available scientific
information. Any opportunity to include information and the expertise of individuals should be
pursued.

3. Irrigation districts in Contra Costa County utilize very little of the available water supply
because there has been less farming and more construction of housing developments. Perhaps, as
a means of mitigation, builders can establish a trust to purchase water and dedicate the water to
conservation uses.

Documents

Five documents were presented to the Panel and HCPA Team for consideration during the
planning process.

1. A letter, dated 31 August 2002, from Susan Bainbridge (California Native Plant Society) to
John Kopchik (Contra Costa County) regarding the draft biological resources inventory for plant
communities.

2. A letter, dated 19 July 2002, from Barbara Ertter to Bob Doyle (East Bay Regional Parks
District) regarding prioritization of future land acquisition by the East Bay Regional Parks
District.

3. An undated memorandum from John Hopkins (Institute for Ecological Health) regarding
background documents for the Executive Governing Committee meeting (19 September 2002)
and Science Advisory Panel Meeting (20 September 2002).

4. An undated memorandum from David Magney (California Native Plant Society) to John Buse
(Environmental Defense Center) regarding locally rare species lists and CEQA.

5. A memorandum, dated 20 September 2002, from John Slaymaker (Greenbelt Alliance) to the
Science Advisory Panel regarding biological data and analyses.


